Summary of Afternoon Round Table Discussion: IWMP Long Term Goals – 

DOWNSTREAM FORUM March 10, 2010
IWMP Long term Goal #1:

Protect or improve the water quality of the mainstem of the North Saskatchewan River by managing contaminant loadings to the river.

Questions

If we do more to manage contaminant loading to the river, what could this mean to the way you currently live and do business?
1. What could you support or live with?
2. What would you not be able to support?
Summary of comments

Integrated planning

· Planning has to be more inter-related, integrating social, economic and ecological.

· Who makes the management decisions for wasteload allocation? How will we accommodate future growth with present loadings? These are complex questions: timing, permits, and locations – lots of politics involved.

· Need continuous planning with clear description of implementation. 

Accountability and Enforcement

· Who would do it and under what accountability? Who is the administrator/manager/ controller of this? Right now these responsibilities are split up all over the place.

· Need accountability on the “backstop” - how will regulation help.

· Needs to be defined accountability for the process to work.

· Enforcement needs to be set up to be feasible for each of the different sectors, must be carefully designed with smart enforcement (i.e. “ladder of enforcement”).

Education and training

· Key need is more education and training, including for regulatory staff.

· Would support better partnerships with universities and research community.

Implementation costs

· Implementation must consider full costs! 

Summary of measures participants indicated they COULD support:

Low impact development approach:

· Support policy to collaboratively reduce impact so low-impact development can continue.

Risk management approach: 

· All major players should be at the table for a risk management approach – everyone who is using or impacting watersheds.

Stormwater: 

· Better planning & treatment methods for stormwater contaminants. 
· Explore alternatives to road salt. 

· Would Support a policy for regulation of storm water from urban areas.
· Regulate urban use of pesticides and fertilizers.
Incentives

· New development potential shouldn’t be limited by existing standards and the requirement of no further degradation; should support collective reduction of current loadings to make room for new loadings by providing incentives to existing industry to reduce.

Summary of measures participants indicated they COULD NOT support

Offset credits 

· Should not have pollution compensated outside of the area / water body / sub-watershed where occurs.

· Would not support a policy of one industry that is polluting water to buy an offset in another area.

· What if the offset credit was applied locally? Yes, if it is in close proximity to where the pollution is occurring. For example: if you have three small wetlands, and you want to get rid of tow, but build up the third. But that has to be applied for and approved, to make sure there is actually a net benefit to what you are doing – like the one you select to build up is the one that is connected to the recharge area, etc. 

· The principle we are after: it has to be a site-specific offset – where compensation does happen somewhere else.

· Yes, but you need to be cautious even locally – the positive has to outweigh the negative impacts, so that adverse effects are actually mitigated.

There has to be a process, where the request for change is considered.
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